industrialization. Dholakia (1994) studied the sectoral growth rates for different states over the period 1960-61 to 1989-90 using switching regression model. Besley and Burgess (2004) analyzed the impact of differential labor market r e g u l a t i o n o n t h e i n t e r-s t a t e g r o w t h performance. Aghion et al (2008) (2005-06 to 2007-08) and post financial crisis period (2008-09 to 2012-13).
Introduction and Literature Review
The state level growth rates for the last 8 years points out the wide divergence not just at the aggregate level but also at the sectoral level. These divergent patterns of sectoral growth requires a deeper analysis so as to design appropriate policies at Centre as well as State level that would facilitate appropriate channelization of investments.
India's growth performance across states has been studied by several researchers from various perspectives. Goldar and Seth (1989) studied trends in industrial output across 12 major states during the period 1960-61 to 1985-86 in order to trace the causes of industrial decelaration experienced during the 60s at the national level. Dholakia(1989) studied the dispersion in the industrial growth and highlighted the existence o f n o r t h -s o u t h d i v i d e i n t h e I n d i a n growth in each state since 2005 which is attempted by this paper using Shift Share model. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 gives a brief note on basic Share Shift Model. Section 3 discusses the data and methodology. The findings are briefly presented in Section 4. Section 5 analyses the findings. Section 6 summarizes and concludes the paper. The results are presented in detail in the appendix.
Shift-share Model
Shift-share analysis is a tool used to decompose the change in a local economic variable over a time period into various components (Maudos, 2008) . The local variable (for eg. value of agriculture in a state) under consideration is a part of a sectoral variable (for eg. value of agriculture of the country to which the state belongs) which again is a part of global variable (for eg. GDP of the country).
Suppose l(t) was the value of the local variable at time 't' and l(t+1) is the value of the local variable at time 't+1', then the change in the local variable (i.e l(t+1)-l(t) ) can be attributed to three components namely: National share effect (NS) is portion of change in local variable associated with the growth in the global variable. It is computed by multiplying the growth rate of global variable (Gg) with the initial value of the local variable.
NS = Gg*l(t)
Industry mix effect (IM) is the portion of growth in local variable associated with the growth in the sectoral variable(Gs). It is computed by multiplying the change in the local variable with the excess/deficit of growth in sectoral variable over growth in the global variable. IM = l(t)*(Gs -Gg) 
Methodology:
Since the basic share-shift model decomposes the change in the local variable while we wish to decompose the growth rate in the local variable i.e state level sectoral growth rate, we take the weighted average sectoral growth rate for analysis in place of absolute growth rate. The weighted average growth rate of the sector i in the state j at time (t+1) is computed as follows:
where Vij(t+1)= Value of the output in sector i for state j at time t+1 The components have been computed as follows:
where G(t+1) = growth rate of national GDP at time t+1 in % Gi(t+1)= growth rate of sector i at national level at time t+1 in % NSij(t+1)= National Share of sectoral growth rate for sector i in state j at time t+1 IMij(t+1)= Sectoral share of sectoral growth rate for sector i in state j at time t+1 LSij(t+1)= Local share of sectoral growth rate for sector i in state j at time t+1 Thus, Gij(t+1)= NSij(t+1)+ IMij(t+1)+ LSij(t+1) We find the average of these components during the pre and post crisis period in order analyze the change in them post crisis. Thus NSij captures the growth in the sector i in state j due to growth in the entire country's GDP. IMij captures the growth in the sector i in state j due to growth in the sector i in the entire economy. LSij captures the growth in the sector i in state j due to characteristics associated with the state. The share of NS, IM and LS in the total average growth rate is then computed by:
Where the subscript t denotes the period i.e pre-crisis and post crisis *In case of Mizoram, Kerala, Rajasthan, Goa and Gujarat, the data for 2012-13 is not available. Hence the average is taken across four years from 2008-09 to 2011-12.
Results
As shown in Table 1 and Table 2 , the national share for all states has been dominant in case of agriculture except for Chhattisgarh where the major contributor is the local share in both the periods while the sectoral share has always been negative during both periods indicating that the agriculture sector is growing at a rate slower than that of the national growth rate. The change in local share is depicted in Chart 1.
As shown in Table 3 and 4, the national share is the major contributor for agriculture and allied (A and a) activities both in pre and post crisis period except for Chhatisgarh where the major contributor is local share while the sectoral share has always been negative during both periods indicating that the sector is growing at a rate slower than that of the national growth rate. The change in local share for agriculture and allied services is depicted in Chart 2.
As shown in Table 5 and 6, the national share is dominant even in case of industry except for Bihar where local effects are more dominant. The sectoral effect remained positive in the pre crisis period while it became negative during the post crisis period. The reason for this is the crowding out effects caused by increased government spending in the post crisis period. As shown in Table 7 and 8, the national share is dominant even in case of manufacturing except for Uttarakhand where local effects are more dominant. The sectoral effect remained positive in the pre crisis period while it became negative during the post crisis period. The reason for this is the crowding out effects caused by increased government spending in the post crisis period. The change in local share is depicted in Chart 4.
As shown in Table 9 and 10, though the national share is dominant even in case of service sector, the sectoral impact has been positive both during the pre and post crisis period. This is natural as the service sector in India has grown at a pace greater than the national income. Also, the share of national effects has reduced for major states in the post crisis period and has been replaced by the sector effects. This is primarily due to the globalised nature of service sector in India. 
2.
The performance of West Bengal has remained negative across all sectors indicating negative impact of local effects on all the sectors. This is mainly due to the political situation in the state.
3.
The states of Punjab, Kerala, Andhra Pradesh and Maharashtra have performed well on the service front while their performance has not been good in all other sectors but the share of local effects in total growth has deteriorated in Maharashtra from 8.4% in pre crisis period to 2.3% in post crisis period and for Kerala, it has deteriorated from 11.7% in pre crisis period to 8.45% in the post crisis period.
4.
The states of Orissa, Jammu and Kashmir, Jharkhand, Haryana, Chhatisgarh, Manipur and Uttar Pradesh have performed well in all other sectors apart from industry or manufacturing.
5.
The state of Himachal Pradesh has performed well in all sectors other than agriculture. This is due to various tax sops given for establishing units in the state and ample availability of electricity. The local share effect on agriculture sector has remained negative due to the geological nature of the state.
6.
The states of Tripura and Meghalaya have performed well on allied activity front while have not done so on the agriculture due to geological reasons and adoption of North East Industrial and Investment Policy in 2007.
7.
The states of Assam, Mizoram and Goa have performed well in agriculture and industry. In case of Assam and Mizoram, this is due to adoption of North East Industrial and Investment Policy in 2007.
8.
The state of Karnataka is shown to have performed well only on the agriculture and allied activities front. This may be due to the impact of global crisis on the IT sector which is dominant in Karnataka. The negative results pertaining to industry and manufacturing would require further investigation as Karnataka is one of the leading producers of industrial and manufacturing goods in India.
9.
The state of Tamil Nadu has performed well only on the manufacturing front while its performance has decelerated in all other sectors. In case of agriculture, the negative local effect is experienced due to falling share of agriculture in the total SGDP. On the service front, the deceleration of the service sector may be due to the impact of global crisis on the IT and BPO sector.
Summary and Conclusion
This paper has attempted to segregate the national and sectoral effects from the sectoral growth rates of individual state using the Shift Share so as to analyze the impact of state level factors on the sectoral growth rates. A few factors supporting the results obtained out of this exercise have been cited. But a detailed investigation of the figures could give us a clearer picture on the sectoral performance in each of the states.
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